Why should we replicate? Let me start off with an example from my own lab. For years we had been struggling to come up with a good way to conduct experimental research on mystical experiences. People either had these experiences or they didn't. But it was really hard to move beyond an individual difference approach and to study the causal effects of these experiences on self-perception and wellbeing. Until we introduced participants with a sham God helmet, building on the alleged findings of Michael Persinger, who claimed to be able to induce mystical-like experiences through electromagnetic stimulation of the temporal lobes. We presented our participants with a fancy looking helmet connected to a brain stimulation device and we measured subjective experiences and the effects on body perception. One group of participants was told that the helmet was switched on, while the other group of participants was instructed that they were in the control condition and the helmet would remain switched off.
This example unequivocally demonstrates the importance of replication. I only found out about the initial flaws in the study design, through replicating my own work. The student was banned from the University. We went on with our God helmet studies and eventually found reliable individual difference effects: high absorption participants reported more frequent and intense experiences with the God helmet (Maij, van Elk, & Schjoedt, 2019) . And our experimental manipulation workedbut only among naïve participants from outside the university who had no formal scientific training (Maij & van Elk, 2018) .
An important lesson to be learned from this example is that replication helps us to separate the wheat from the chaff and to obtain insight in the robustness of our own and other's findings. This special issue focuses on replication and open science in the psychology of religion. In the past few years many exciting new initiatives have been taken to improve the transparency and replicability of scientific research and these developments have also affected the scientific study of religion. To name a few of these trends: the IJPR now also offers the option to submitted a registered report (RR), in which the study design and methods are subjected to peer review prior to conducting the actual study. Following the inprinciple-acceptance (IPA) stage, the data can be collected and the paper will be published irrespective of the outcomes. By using this format we recently published RRs on the (lack of) effects of religiosity on brain volume (van Elk & Snoek, 2019) , and on the (lack of an) effect of a control threat manipulation on belief in God (Hoogeveen, Wagenmakers, Kay, & van Elk, 2019) . For this special issue also an RR is underway. The authors will focus on the question whether thinking about being excluded by God has an effect on well-being. However, due to the time-intensive nature of registered reports, this study was not yet finished at the time we had to wrap up the contributions for this special issue, but we are looking forward to including the RRwhich has already passed the IPA stagein one of the upcoming issues! In this volume you will find a collection of interesting papers that focuses on the topic of open science and replication in the psychology of religion. Sarah Charles and her colleagues have done an excellent job in documenting the prevalence of researcher degrees of freedom in different publications in psychology of religion journals. They found a shockingly high number of papers lacking implementation of basic initiatives to foster transparency, such as clearly distinguishing confirmatory from exploratory analyses, justifying the sample size and reporting exact statistics. Fortunately, their excellent review ends with a more positive note including concrete recommendations for improving and fostering the use of open science in our field.
Matthew Scott and colleagues provide a more than welcome guide to the possibilities of using open and online data repositories for research on religion and spirituality. They document the different measures that have been included so far in large online datasets, such as the world values survey. They also recommend including more refined measures, organizing tutorials on the nuts and bolts of big data, and using these data-sets more frequently in psychology of religion publications.
Aim Simpson and colleagues have conducted a robust and important replication study on antiatheist prejudice. They have added innovation to the design of their study, by distinguishing different dimensions of morality, by placing their findings in a cross-cultural perspective and by taking into account anti-atheist prejudice among different social groups. By elucidating the boundary conditions of this well-established phenomenon the authors make concrete suggestions for interventions that could potentially be used to reduce anti-atheist prejudice.
Finally, Adam Anczyk and colleagues provide an excellent and in-depth discussion of the problem of validity and replicability in qualitative research. They argue for a mixed methods approach whereby thick and rich descriptions from qualitative research can complement more quantitative research approaches.
It is our hope that this special issue will only be the starting point for more open science practices and registered reports to come. Replication is key to scientific progress and it is great to see these new initiatives take foot in the psychology of religion as well.
